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MVEMORANDUM OPI NI ON

HAI NES, Judge: This case is before the Court on

respondent’s notion for summary judgnent filed pursuant to Rul e

121.!' Respondent argues that the factual allegations deened

1Al
anmended.

section references are to the Internal Revenue Code, as

Rul e references are to the Tax Court Rules of Practice

and Procedure. Ampunts are rounded to the nearest doll ar.
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admtted by petitioner under Rule 90(c) establish that petitioner
is liable for a Federal incone tax deficiency of $2,261.

Backgr ound

Petitioner resided in Kinder, Louisiana, at the tinme the
petition was fil ed.

Petitioner filed a Form 1040, U.S. Individual Inconme Tax
Return, for 1999, reporting as nontaxable a $7,000 i ndividual
retirement account (IRA) distribution. On January 30, 2002,
respondent issued petitioner a notice of deficiency for 1999,
determning that the $7,000 I RA distribution is taxable and that
petitioner received an additional taxable IRA distribution of
$12,651. Petitioner filed a petition with the Court claimng
that an IRA inherited froma parent was not taxable, that the
Government owed himnoney related to a deni ed patent application,
and that he should not have to pay taxes because as a Loui si ana
prison inmate, he cannot vote for President of the United States,
while inmates in Maine can.

On July 20, 2006, respondent filed wwth the Court requests
for adm ssions, which had been served on petitioner the previous
day. Petitioner failed to respond, and pursuant to Rule 90(c)
each matter set forth in the requests for adm ssions was deened
admtted 30 days after the date of service. The following is a

summary of the matters petitioner is deened to have admtted.
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Petitioner’s father died in 1999 owning two | RAs with Edward
D. Jones & Co. Petitioner was a beneficiary of both IRAs in the
event of his father’s death. No nondeductible contributions were
made to either of the IRAs. In 1999, after the death of his
father, petitioner received |unp-sumdistributions fromthe |RAs
of $7,000 and $12,561. Petitioner reported the $7,000
distribution on his 1999 return but listed it as nontaxabl e.
Petitioner did not report the $12,561 distribution on his 1999
return.

After the requests for adm ssions were deened adm tted,
respondent filed a notion for summary judgnent seeking judgnent
in respondent’s favor on all issues. Petitioner filed a tinely
response stating only that he “respectfully OBJECTS to
Respondent’ s MOTI ON FOR SUMVARY JUDGVENT. ”

Di scussi on

Summary judgnent is intended to expedite litigation and

avoi d unnecessary and expensive trials. Fla. Peach Corp. V.

Conm ssioner, 90 T.C. 678, 681 (1988). The Court may grant

summary judgnment when there is no genuine issue of material fact
and a decision may be rendered as a matter of law. Rule 121(b);

Sundstrand Corp. v. Conm ssioner, 98 T.C 518, 520 (1992), affd.

17 F.3d 965 (7th Cr. 1994); Zaentz v. Conmm ssioner, 90 T.C. 753,

754 (1988). Rule 121(d) states:

When a notion for summary judgnent is nmade and
supported as provided in this Rule, an adverse party
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may not rest upon the nmere allegations or denials of
such party's pleading, but such party's response, by
affidavits or as otherwi se provided in this Rule, nust
set forth specific facts showng that there is a
genui ne issue for trial. If the adverse party does not
so respond, then a decision, if appropriate, may be
ent ered agai nst such party.

The noving party bears the burden of proving that there is

no genui ne issue of material fact. Dahlstromyv. Conm ssioner, 85

T.C 812, 821 (1985); Naftel v. Conm ssioner, 85 T.C 527, 529

(1985). The Court wll view any factual material and inferences

in the light nost favorable to the nonnoving party. Dahlstromv.

Conmi ssi oner, supra at 821; Naftel v. Comm ssioner, supra at 529.

Summary judgnent is appropriate where the facts deened adm tted
pursuant to Rule 90(c) support a finding that there is no genuine

issue as to any material fact. Morrison v. Conm ssioner, 81 T.C

644, 651-652 (1983).

Based upon our review of the record, we are satisfied that
there is no genuine issue of material fact and that respondent is
entitled to judgnent as a matter of law. The deficiencies in
this case arise frompetitioner’s m staken belief that
distributions nmade to a beneficiary of a decedent’s |IRA are not
t axabl e.

A distribution to the beneficiary of a decedent’s IRA s
i ncludable in the gross incone of the beneficiary. Secs.

408(d) (1), 691(a)(1); Estate of Kahn v. Conmm ssioner, 125 T.C

227, 232 (2005). Wen such a distribution is made in a |unp sum
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to the beneficiary, the portion equal to the value of the IRA on
the date of the decedent’s death, |ess any nondeducti bl e
contributions made to the IRA, is incone in respect of a decedent

(I RD) under section 691(a)(1).2 Estate of Kahn v. Conmi ssioner,

supra. That portion is includable in the gross incone of the
beneficiary in the year the distribution is received.® Sec.

691(a)(1); Estate of Kahn v. Conm ssioner, supra. Any bal ance of

the distribution, which represents appreciation and i ncone
accrui ng between the date of death and the date of the
distribution, is taxable to the beneficiary under sections

408(d) (1) and 72. Estate of Kahn v. Comm ssioner, supra.

The factual allegations deenmed admtted by petitioner
establish: (1) Petitioner was the beneficiary of his deceased
father’s I RAs; (2) petitioner received |unp-sumdistributions
fromthe I RAs during 1999; and (3) no nondeducti bl e contributions

were made to the |RAs. Therefore, we hold that the | RA

2Sec. 691(a)(1) provides that itens of gross incone in
respect of a decedent that are not properly includable by the
decedent in the year of his death or in a prior period are
included in the gross incone for the taxable year when received
of the person who acquires the right to receive that anount.
Sec. 408(d)(1) provides that distributions nade froman |IRA are
included in the gross inconme of the distributee in the manner
provi ded under sec. 72.

3The recipient of an itemof IRD, such as the beneficiary of
a decedent’s IRA is allowed an incone tax deduction equal to the
anount of Federal estate tax attributable to the IRD. Sec.
691(c); Estate of Smith v. United States, 391 F.3d 621, 626 (5th
Cir. 2004); Estate of Kahn v. Comm ssioner, 125 T.C 227, 232
(2005).
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di stributions were properly taxable to petitioner as determ ned
by respondent.

Petitioner’s claimw th respect to the deni ed patent
application is not properly before this Court. The Tax Court is
a court of limted jurisdiction, and we may exercise that
jurisdiction only to the extent authorized by Congress. Naftel

v. Comm ssioner, supra at 529. W do not have jurisdiction to

consider clainms related to a denied patent application. As to
petitioner’s argunents with respect to the denial of his right to
vote, the Internal Revenue Code sinply does not provide that an
inmate denied the right to vote is exenpt fromtaxation

In the absence of any genuine dispute as to a material fact
in this case, we shall grant respondent’s notion for sunmmary
j udgment .

To reflect the foregoing,

An appropriate order and

decision will be entered.




